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adjuat upward the cost to reflect the based allocation resuits in higher costs profit should include the cost of

reject rate in the welding operation,
sorting, and mspecting. Petitioner also
contends that the Department should
use the price that San Shing paid for
caps, adjusted npward to reflect the fact
that it costs Gourmet more to produce
the caps for larger sized lug nuts. .

DOC position: We agree with
Gourmet in part. We were not able to
verify Gourmet's steel input costs or
labor for producing caps. However, we
did verify that Gourmet purchased caps
from an unrelated supplier. This verified
price of caps is the best informatian
available for determining Gourmet's
costs with respect to caps. We do not
see any reason to acoept petitioner's
suggestion that we use the prices paid
by San Shing for caps, with an
adjustment for size.

At the same time, we agree with
petitioner that this cost must be
adjusted upward to reflect yields at the
welding stage, ie., when the caps are
welded onto the basenut. and have
made such an adjustment.

Commeant 5: Gourmet argues that the
Depertment shonid not increase direct
labor costs to correst for what it
believes is an omission of overtime.
Gourmet states that since the payroll
already included overtime, the increase
is not warranted. Moreover, there is no
evidence in the verification exhibits to
support or explain this increase. Finally,
Gourmet states that sales volume rather
than sales value shouid be used to
allocate the direct labar cost.

Petitioner argues that the direct labor
cost should be increased. In addition,
petitioner argues that, contrary to
Gourmet's assertion, direct labor costs
in producing lug nuts approximate sales
values rather than sales volume. Thus,
the Department should allocate direct
labor cost on the basis of sales value
and not sales volume. :

DOC position: The direct labor
reported by Gourmet could not be
verified. In the process of trying to
derzonstrate the carrect cost of direct
labor, Gourmet company officials stated
that their payroll recards anly list
straight time. In an attempt to verify the
correct total direct labar cast, we
examined Gourmet's general ledger
which showed that direct labor costs
were significantly higher than the cost
shown in the payroll. Therefare, we
increased the direct labor cost by a
percentage represented by the ratio of
verified labor costs as reported in the
payroll to those reflected in the general
ledger.

With respect to the allocation issue,
Gourmet has argued that iabor costs
should be allocated amang products -
based on volume. We note that a value

being assigned to lugnuts. Because we
were not able to verify labor costs
reported in the response, we have used
the more ‘adverse, value-based
allocation methodology.

Comment 6: Gourmet srgues that the
total electricity and other variable
expenses should be added together and
allocated to lug ruts based on the ratio
of the voiume of Jug muts sold to the
volume of all products sold to arrive at
the total variable production overhead
costs. '

Petitioner argues that variable
production overhead should be
allocated based on sales value and not
sales volume. ‘

DOC position: For the same reasons
discussed in resposse to Comment 5, we
have allocated these variable expenses
on the basis of valne rather than
volume.

Comment 7: Petitioner states that
Gourmet should have reported the cost
of pallets as part of packing material
cost. Also, where lug nuts are packed in
clam shells, the packing cost should
include the cost aof clam shells and
packing labor. Finally, petitioner argues
that packing labor costs should be
allocated based on sales value rather
than sales volume.

Gourmet states that in calculating the
packing expense, although packing
materials relates only to those materials
used in packing lug nuts, packing labor
relates to all products packed by
Gourmet. Therefore, only a portion of
peacking labor is attributable to lug nuts
and that portion should be determined
by the zatio of sales volume of lug nuts
to the sales volume of all preducts sold.

DOC position: Gourmet claims that its
merchandise is not shipped on pallets
and we saw no evidence at verification
that pallets were used. Therefore, we
have not included a cost for pallets.

‘With respect to packing the lug nuts in
clam shells, Gourmet typically does not
do this. Instead, the lug nuts and empty
clam shells are packed separately in the
same carton. On-one invoice. however,
there is an indication that tke lug nuts
were pre-packed in clam shells. This
invoice also carries a higher unit value
in comparison with the other invoices to
the same customer. To account for this,
we have increased the constructed value
to include the extra packing element.

We have allocated the portion of -
packing labor attributable to Jug nuts
based on the value of lug nuts and other
products sold far the reasons discussed
in response to comment 5.

Comment 8: Gowrmet argues that the
Department should calculate the profit
based on the POL Additionally. the cost
of manufacture used in calculating the

purchasing the caps, consistent with the
treatment of purchases from other
subcontractors.

Petitioner argues that the Departrmrent
should use the profit caiculated on a
semi-annual basis, excluding the cost of
purchaging the cap. :

DOC position: The Department used
the eight percent statutory minimum as
best information available.

Comment 9: Petitioner contends that
the Department should have examined
the sale of the trading companies
because {1) Gourmet was not identified
as the manufacturer of the subject
merchandise until after the trading
company received a questionnaire from
the Department, (2) Gourmet incurs no
direct selling expenses, no short-term
bank Enancing. and no R&D expenses.,
and 13) most sales are made through the
trading companies.

Gourmet argues that the use of sales
by trading companies would be contrary
to long-standing precedent. The
Department uses sales by trading
companies only when the nltimate
destination of the merchandise is not
known by the trading company’s
supplier. However, in this investigation.
Gourmet knew the destination of all
exportzd merchandise, including
merchandise sold to trading companies.

DOC position: We agree with
Gourmet. It is longstanding Department
practice to look at the prices charged by
the manufacturer, as opposed to the
trading company, where the

marnufacturer knows the destination of
the merchandise {see, Electrolytic
Manganese Dioxide from Japan. 54 FR
8778, March 2, 1989). On occasion, the
Department has been asked to examine
whether trading companies are engaged
in “middleman dumping,” but petitioner
has made no such claim.

Comment 10: Petitioner argues that
the number of entries on reports
supplied by Customs, compiled for
purposes of analyzing the critical
circumstances issue pursuant to
petitioner's request, does not match the
number of entries reported by Gourmet.
Additionally, petitioner argues that for
direct sales, the unit price in the
Custams report is lower than the unit
price reported in the response. For )
indirect sales, Le., sales through trading
companies, the unit price in the Customs
report is higher than the unit price
reported in the response.

Gourmet argues that the Customs
report is inaccurate and should not be
relied upon by the Department. in
addition, the entered value of indirect
sales should be higher on the Customs
report, since thege sales were made to
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trading companies and the entered value Comment 13: Petitioner argues that calculating constructed value in a
ostensibly includes the profit and the interest portion of constructed value  purchase price situation. Petitioner
expenses of the trading companies. The  should not be adjusted for imputed states that the cost of producing the
entered value of direct sales should be credit. No adjustment is needed to avoid  subject merchandise is incusred up to 45
lower on the Customs report than the double counting of interest expense days before the merchandise is shipped.

response because the Customs report
has the invoice price and the invoice
price reflects the allowance for defective
goods given for these sales.

DOC position: The Customs report
referred to by petitioner was compiled
solely for purposes of analyzing the
critical circumstances issue. All the
sales information used in this final
determination was verified. The
Department generally will not use-any
information in place of verified .
information absent compelling reasons
to do so. Gourmet has provided a
plausible explanation as to why there
are slight discrepancies between the
Customs report and the verified
information, and we have no compelling
reason to disregard the verified
information.

Comment 11: Petitioner argues that
Gourmet did not account for the cost of
sorting and inspection. Gourmet
maintains that the costs of sorting and
inspection are included in the packing
labor costs. :

DOC position: Based on our
observation during the plent tour at
verification, we conclude that the
verified packing cost includes the cost of
sorting and inspecting. '

Comment 12: With respect to the -
discount given on current sales for
defective units ao:: prti;re to the POL.
petitioner argues that the Department
should use the discounted price as U.S.
price. Additionally, the constructed
value should be increased .
proportionally to reflect the cost of
replacing the defective lug nuts. - -

Gourmet states that it incurred no loss
on the sale of the defective lug nuts.

. Gourmet was paid in full by its customer
in 1989 for the defective merchandise
and the allowance is a method of
reimbursing the customer.-Gourmet -
asserts that the amount of this
allowance was verified, and must be

added to the unit price on the invoice to '

arrive at the gross U.S. price: Gourmet
contends that this allowance has-
nothing to do with the cost of producing
the merchandise during the POL -

DOC position: In the Department’s

judgment, the price:reduction at issue -
appears to be a normal price discount.
Therefore, we have treated it as such

. and deducted it from the United States
price. We have not increased the cost of
producing the subject merchandise by -
the amount of the price reduction. in
addition to treating the reduction as a:
price discount, because to do so would
be double counting.

since Gourmet incurred no interest
expenses during the POL Since home
market sales were made for cash, the
only credit expenses reported by
Gourmet were those on its U.S. sales of
the covered merchandise.

Gourmet asserts that the Department
should not abandon its long-standing
practice of reducing the interest expense
reflected in a company's books by the
amount of imputed credit. Gourmet
states that the Department's rationale is
that the failure to reduce the interest -
expense in a company’s books would -
result in double counting. Gourmet
further maintains that it does not matter
that home market sales were made on a
cash basis.

DOC position: We agree with
petitioner, As Gourmet did not incur any
interest expense, no adjustment was
necessary to reduce interest expense for
the amount related to imputed credit

expense.

Comment 14: Petitioner argues that
San Shing's interest rate should be used,
as best information available, to
calculate Gourmet's imputed interest
expense. Petitioner maintains that since
Gourmet did not incur any interest
expenses from which its own rate could
be derived, the information based on the
actual experience of another producer
should be used. '

Gourmet argues that the Department
should not use the credit experience of
another company with an unknown
credit experience and rating to calculate
its imputed credit expense. Instead,
Gourmet suggests that the Department
Somapany obrained duting veriBeat
company obta uring verification.

' DOC position: We have used the
weighted-average short-term interest
rate (the thirty- to ninety-day rate) for
the POI published in the Mcnthly
Statistics by the Central Bank of China
to calculate Gourmet's imputed interest
expense. We used the thirty- to ninety-
day rate because this time period
approximates the averege amount of
time between the date of shipment and'
the date of payment for Gourmet. We do
not believe it is appropriate to apply an
interest rate to Gourmet which applies
to some other company not similarly
situeted to Gourmet.

Comment 15: In the Department's
preliminary determination, petitioner
states that the costs were calculated on
the date of exportation and not the date
of sale. This treatment, petitioner
maintains, is inconsistent with the
Department's regulations in relation to

Because of production lead times, the
exchange rate for the cost of production
should reflect a similarlag. =

DOC position: We found during
verification that Gourmet records its
expenses in its general ledger one month
after the expenses are actually incurred.
Therefore the costs used in this
determination reflect the actual costs
incurred during the POL -

Additionally, we have no reason to
believe that the costs incurred in the
period preceding the POI should differ
from the costs incurred during the POL
Therefore, we have used the POI costs
as a reasonable surrogate.

Section 353.60{a) of our regulations
directs us to make currency conversion
as of the date of the U.S. sale. We have
determined that the invoice date is the
date of sale and have made currency
conversions as of that date.

Comment 16: Petitioner argues that
movement charges were improperly
allocated. Petitioner argues that the
freight charges should be allocated
based on weight and marine insurance .
and harbor tax by value.

Gourmet states that its allocations, -
based on volug:. more closely he
approximate the manner in which
charges were incurred. .

DOC position: We have allocated all
movement charges according to the
manner in which the cost was incurred.
Therefore, we have allocated freight on
the basis of volume and the other .
charges on the basis of value. :

Comment 17: Petitioner argues that
information on sales of open-end
chrome-plated lug nuts should have
been provided.-

Gourmet asserts that the number of
open-end chrome-plated lug nuts sold
during the period of investigation was so
small that it can have no material
impact on this investigation and should
be ignored. Gourmet contends that this
small quantity was'overlooked because
chrome-plated open-end lug nuts are an
anomally since a lug nut that exposes -
the bolt does not serve a decorative
purpose. Moreover, most open-end lug
nuts sold by Gourmet during the POl
were zinc-plated and not chrome-plated.
The Department verified over 95.5
percent of Gourmet's sales, and these
sales are sufficiently representative of
the 0.05 percent inadvertently omitted
and disregarded for purposes of the
Department’s analysis. _

DOC position: Due to the insignificant
value of sales during the POI '
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represented by open-ended chrame-
plated lug outs, the Department has not
analyzed these sales for purposes of
calculating United States price.

Comment 18: Petitioner argues that
fixed production overhead should be
allocated based on sales value and not
sales volume. _

DOC pasition: For the reasons stated
in response to comment 5, we have
allocated fixed overhead amang
products based on their regpective
value.

Comment 19: Petitioner argues that
“other material™ costs are not accurate
because the Department did not
examine purchases prior to june 1990,
which reflect purchases and costs
incurred on the covered products sold
during the period of investigation.

DOC position: See Comment 15.

Comment 20: Petitioner argues that
Gourmet's SG&A should be recaiculated
based on Gourmet's audited financisl
statement.

Gourmet does not necessarily agree
with the SG&A amount verified by the
Department, but argues that
recalculation of this amount is not
warranted. Because Gourmet's SG&A is
less than ten percent. the statutory
micimum should be used.

DOC position: We have calculated
Gourmet's SG&A based on its annual
audited fmancial statement, since G&A
and actual selling expenses would not
be verified

Comment 21: Petitioner argues that
San Shing received an export subsidy on
its steel input purchases from a state-
owned steel supplier.

San Shing argues that the steel
company, from which San Shing
purchases most of its steel materials,
merely sets its prices based on its
marketing strategy in promoting its
preducts. The price treatment given by
this steel company to its castomer
should not be viewed as a2
countervailable subsidy. ..

DOC position: Consisteat with past
practice, we have deducted the rebate
received by San Shing in calculating the
cost of the company’s steel tosts {see,
United States v. European Trading Co.,
27 CCPA 289). We have.aot made any
adjustments to our calculations to
reflect this alleged subsidy.

Comment 22: Petitioner argues that
San Shing did not account for the cost of
pickling and drawing.

San Shing maintains that all costs
associated with pickling and drawing
are accounted for in the fixed and
variable production overhead.

DOC position: We verified the total
cost of producing the subject
merchandise. Included within the total
cost is the cost of pickling and drawing.

Comment 23: Petitioner argues that
San Shing did not acoount for all waste
inherent in each stage of the production
process. Accardingly, petitioner argues,
the steel cost nmst be increased to
reflect the production of defective nuts
(exclosive of cap), with the revenue
generated from sale of scrap used to
offset production overhead costs only
when the scrap is sadd.

San Shing asserts that the waste
incurred during the menufacturing
process is limited. and was accounted
for in its calculation of constructed
vaiue. In addition, the revenue
generated from the sale of scrap was
used to offset the cost of production.

DOC position: We agree with San
Shing. We verified that all waste
experienced during the manufactaring
process was accounted for by San
Shing. Additionally, we have
cetermined that revenue from scrap
should be used to offset cost of
marnufactare since scrap 1s generated
during the manufacturing process. We
have offset the cost of manufacture by
the revenue earned by the sale of scrap.

Comment 24: Petitioner argues that
packing is umique to the subject
merchandise and should be allocated
over the subject merchandise only.

DOC position: We verified that San
Shing does not keep separate accounting
records for each of its several products.
We determined that San Shing's
methodology for allocating packing cost
is reasonable and have accepted its .
methodology of allocating the packing
cast over all products, including the
subject merchandise, packed by the
packing department

Comment 25: Petitioner argues that
the R&D expense incurred by the
*“Tooling Department™ should not be -
deducted from the fixed production
overhead. Petitioner maintains that the
benefit derived from this R&D can be
attributable to the subject merchandise
since San Shing uses the products
produced by the Tooling Department to
produce the subject merchandise. San
Shing argues that its R&D expense is not
related to the production of lug nuts. San
Shing explained that the R&D expenses
related to the production of the basenut
were incurred priar to the period of
investigation. San Shing maintains that
there were no further R&D expenses
related to the subject merchandise.

DOC position: We agree with
petitioner. San Shing uses the machinery
and toals produced by the Tooling
Department to produce the subject
merchandise. Therefare, research and
development in the Tooling Department
will benefit the production of the subject
merchandise.

Comment 26: Petitioner maintains that
R&D expenses attributable to other
products and departments should not be
deducted from San Shing's G&A
expense.

DOC position: We agree with
petitioner. We used the audited
financial statement in calculating G&A
expenses and have not deducted R&D
expenses attributable to other products
and departments in this calculation.

Comment 27 Petitioner argues that
where payment has not been received
for a sale, the days for which credit was
outstanding should be increased
regardless of the terms of the sale.

DOC position: The actual payment
dates for each sale were obtained at
verification and were used in our final
determination.

Critical Circumstances

Petitioner alleges that imports of
chrome-plated lug nuts from Taiwan
present “critical circumstances.” Under
section 735(a)(3) (A) and (B) of the Act,
critical circumstances exist if we
determine that [1) there is history of
dumping in the United States or
elsewhere of the class or kind of
merchandise which is the subject of the
investigation, or the person by wham, or
for whose account, the merchandise was
imported knew or should have known
that the exporter was selling the
merchandise which is the subject of the
investigation at less than its fair value,
and (2) there bave been massive imports
of the class or kind of merchandise that
is the subject of the investigation over a
relatively short period.

It is our standard practice to impute
knowledge of dumping under section
735(a)(3)(A)(ii) of the Act when the
estimated margins in our determinations
are of such a magnitude that the
importer should realize that dumping

- exists with regard to the subject

merchandise. Normally we consider
estimated margins of 25 percent or
greater to be sufficient. See eg.. Final
Determinations of Sales at Less than
Fair Value: Antifsiction Bearings (Other
Than Tapered Roller Bearings) and Parts
Thersof From the Federal Republic of
Germany (54 FR 18992, May 3, 1989). The
estimated margins in this final
determination do not meet the :
requirements to impute knowledge of
dumping under section 735{(a)(3)(A)(ii) of
the Act. We also ined recent
antidumping duty cases and found that
there are currently no findings of
dumping in the United States or
elsewhere of the snbject merchandise by
Taiwanese manufacturers, producers,
and exporters of the subject
merchandise.
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On this basis, we find that the
requirements of section 735(a}{3)(A) are
not met with regard to imports of the
subject merchandise. Therefore, we
determine that critical circumstances do
not exist. :
Suspension of Liquidation

We are directing the U.S. Customs
Service to suspend liquidation on entries
from Gourment and to continue to
suspend liquidation of all other entsies
of chrome-plated lug nuts, as defined in
the “Scope of Investigation™ section of
this notice, that are entered, or
witndrawn from warehouse for
consumption, on or after the date of
publication of this notice in the Federal
Register. The U.S. Customs Service shall
require a cash deposit equal to the
estimated amounts by which the foreign
market value of chrome-plated lug nuts
exceeds the United States price as
shown below. This suspension of
liquidation will remain in effect until
further notice. The margins are as
follows:

Weighted-
Manufacturer/producer/ exporter ',,':,g.

: percentage
San Shing Hardware Works Ca., Lid... 11.57
Gourmet Equipment (Taiwan) Corp.

(Gourmet) as57
All Others 7.12
ITC Notification

In accordance with section 735(d) of -
the Act, we have notified the ITC of our
determination. In addition, we are
making available to the ITC all
nonprivileged and nonproprietary
information relating to this
investigation. We will allow the ITC
access to al! privileged and business
proprietary information in our files,
provided the ITC confirms that it will
not disclose such information, either
publicly or under administrative
protective order, without the written
consent of the Deputy Assistant
Secretary for Investigations, Import
Administration.

This determination is published
pursuant to section 735{d) of the Act and
19 CFR 253.20(a)(4).

Dated: July 25, 1891.

Francis ]. Sailer,

Acting Assistant Secretary for Import
Administration.

[FR Doc. 91-18136 Filed 7-30-81: 8:45 am)
CillING CODE 3510-05-48
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CALENDAR OF PUBLIC HEARING

Those listed below appeared as witnesses at the U. S. International Trade
Commission’s hearing:

Subject : CHROME-PLATED LUG NUTS FROM
THE PEOPLE’S REPUBLIC OF
CHINA AND TAIWAN

Inv. No.

oo

731-TA-474 and 475 (Finals)
Date and Time : August 1, 1991 - 9:30 a.m.

Sessions were held in connection with the investigations in the Main Hearing
Room 101 of the U. S. International Trade Commission, 500 E St., S.W., Washington,
D.C.

In Support of Imposition of
Antidumping Duties

Politis, Pollack & Doram
Washington, D.C.

On behalf of

Consolidated International Automotive, Inc.

Mr. Mark Plumer, President
Consolidated International Automotive, Inc.
Los Angeles, CA

Mr. Durham McCauley, Executive Vice President
McGard, Inc.
Orchard Park, NY

Mr. Richard Guillod, Vice President for
Marketing and Sales
Key Manufacturing Group
Royal Oak, Ml

Robert T. Hume )--OF COUNSEL

- MORE -
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In Opposition to the Imposition of
—Antidumping Duties

Reed Smith Shaw & McClay
Washington, D.C.
On behalf of

China National Machinery & Equipment
Import & Export Corporation;
Jiangsu Company, Ltd. (CMEC Jiangsu)

Mr. Jun Wang, President, SUMEC International,
U.S. Subsidiary of CMEC Jiangsu ‘

Jing Wang )
)-OF COUNSEL
James K. Kearney )
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APPENDIX C

COMMENTS RECEIVED FROM U.S. PRODUCERS ON THE IMPACT OF IMPORTS OF CHROME-
PLATED LUG NUTS FROM CHINA AND TAIWAN ON THEIR GROWTH, INVESTMENT,
ABILITY TO RAISE CAPITAL, AND EXISTING DEVELOPMENT EFFORTS
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COMMENTS RECEIVED FROM U.S. PRODUCERS ON THE IMPACT OF IMPORTS OF CHROME-
PLATED LUG NUTS FROM CHINA AND TAIWAN ON THEIR GROWTH, INVESTMENT,
ABILITY TO RAISE CAPITAL, AND EXISTING DEVELOPMENT EFFORTS

The Commission requested U.S. producers to describe and explain the
actual and anticipated negative effects, i1f any, of imports of chrome-plated
lug nuts from China and Taiwan on their investment, ability to raise capital,
or existing development and production efforts (including efforts to develop a
derivative or improved version of chrome-plated lug nuts). Producers were
also asked whether the scale of capital investments undertaken has been
influenced by the presence of imports of chrome-plated lug nuts from China and
Taiwan. Responses are presented below:

* * * * * * *
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PURCHASER PRICE TRENDS AND COMPARISONS
Price Trends!

Purchasers were requested to provide pricing data for their purchases of
both bulk and packaged quantities of products 1, 2, and 3 from the United
States, China, and Taiwan. Pricing data were requested for the period January
1989-March 1991 (tables D-1 through D-3).

Table D-1
Weighted-average delivered prices for lug nut product 1, as reported by U.S.

aftermarket purchasers for bulk and packaged purchases, by quarters, January
1989-March 1991

* * * * * * *

Table D-2
Weighted-average delivered prices for lug nut product 2, as reported by U.S.

aftermarket for bulk and packaged purchases, by quarters, January 1989-March
1991

Table D-3
Weighted-average delivered prices for lug nut product 3, as reported by U.S.

aftermarket purchasers for bulk and packaged purchases, by quarters, January
1989-March 1991

* * *x *x * * *

Weighted-average delivered purchase prices from U.S. producers were
reported for all quarters for both bulk and packaged purchases of chrome-
plated product 1 and for bulk purchases of chrome-plated products 2 and 3.
Packaged purchases of chrome-plated products 2 and 3 were reported for 7 of
the 9 quarters. Only 1 purchaser reported purchases of U.S. packaged chrome-
plated products 1, 2, and 3.

Purchase prices generally remained constant or fell for reported
purchases of all domestic products. Purchase prices remained relatively
constant for both packaged and bulk purchases of product 1, with both showing
a decline and then subsequent rise in the 3rd and 4th quarters of 1989 before
returning to their previously reported levels. Domestic prices of packaged
product 2 remained constant throughout the reporting period while purchase
prices for bulk purchases of product 2 fell. Bulk purchase prices of product
2 remained constant at **%* cents throughout 1989 and the first quarter of

! Only one purchaser reported purchases of stainless steel lug nuts. Prices
fluctuated with no apparent trend, with prices ranging between *** cents and
**%* cents.
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1990, and then fluctuated between *** cents and *** cents for the remainder of
the reporting period. Prices of packaged domestic product 3 generally
remained constant throughout the reporting period, while bulk purchase prices
for product 3 remained constant at *** cents throughout 1989 and then
fluctuated between *** cents and *** cents for the remainder of the reporting
period. :

Only one purchaser reported purchases of lug nuts from China. Prices
were reported only for bulk purchases of product 2. The weighted average
prices for this product remained constant throughout the reporting period.

Purchases from Taiwan were reported for all quarters for bulk purchases
of products 1, 2, and 3, and packaged purchases of products 1 and 3 were
reported for 8 of the 9 periods. Only one purchaser reported purchases of
Taiwan bulk product 2 and packaged purchases of products 1 and 3. No price
data were reported for packaged purchases of product 2. Packaged purchases of
product 1 remained constant at *** cents throughout 1989, increased to %%%
cents in the first quarter of 1990, and remained at that level throughout
1990. Bulk purchase prices of product 1 fluctuated with no apparent trend,
with reported weighted-average purchase prices ranging between *** cents and
**%* cents. Reported bulk purchases of product 2 from Taiwan remained constant
at their first quarter 1989 level of *** cents throughout 1990 and the first
quarter of 1991, after having risen to *** cents in the second quarter of 1989
and and then fallen to *** cents in the second half of the year. Prices of
both packaged and bulk product 3 remained relatively constant. Packaged
purchase prices remained constant at *** cents throughout 1989, increased to
*** cents in the first quarter of 1990, and then remained at that level. Bulk
purchase prices for product 3 fluctuated with no apparent trend, with reported
weighted-average purchase prices ranging between *** cents and *** cents.

Price Comparisons

Direct comparisons of prices between U.S. and Chinese lug nuts were
available only for bulk purchases of product 2 (table D-4). Underselling
occurred in all quarters, with the margins ranging from 5.9 percent to 20.3
percent. Price comparisons between U.S. and Taiwanese lug nuts were available
for bulk and packaged purchases of products 1 and 3, and for bulk purchases of
product 2 (table D-4). Margins of overselling were reported in all quarters
for packaged and bulk purchases of product 1, with margins of overselling
ranging from 42.4 percent to 80.3 percent for packaged product 1, and from
21.8 percent to 69 percent for bulk product 1. Margins of underselling were
reported for 8 of 9 quarters for bulk product 2, with margins of underselling
ranging from 3.4 percent to 20.3 percent. Packaged purchases of product 3
resulted in overselling for each of the 6 quarters where price comparisons
were available, with margins of overselling ranging from 70.8 percent to 85.3
percent. Margins of overselling were reported for 8 of the 9 quarters for
bulk product 3, with margins ranging from 0.2 percent to 27.1 percent.
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Table D-4 :
Margins of under(over)selling in the aftermarket for lug nuts imported from
China and Taiwan, reported by purchasers, by quarters, January 1989-March 1991

(In percent)

Bulk Packaged
China _ Taiwan Iajiwan
Product Product Product Product Product Product
Period 2 1 2 3 1 3
1989
Jan.-Mar...... 20.3 (48.5) 20.3 (0.2) (56.1) (78.4)
Apr.-June..... 20.3 (49.8) (7.8) (1.9) (56.2) (70.8)
July-Sept..... 20.3 (69.0) 9.5 (7.4) (80.3) )
Oct.-Dec...... 20.3 (21.8) 9.5 (15.2) (42.4) Q)
1990:
Jan.-Mar...... 20.3 (24.8) 18.1 2.8 (63.1) (84.7)
Apr.-June..... 5.9 (27.2) 3.4 (5.0) (62.9) (84.6)
July-Sept..... 15.2 (37.7) 12.9 (21.7) (62.0) (85.3)
Oct.-Dec...... 9.5 (41.9) 7.1 (22.3) (62.5) (85.3)
1991:
Jan.-Mar...... 9.9 (31.7) 7.4 - (27.1) M M

! No price data were supplied.

Note: Percentage margins are calculated from unrounded figures; thus, margins
cannot always be directly calculated from the rounded prices in the tables.

Source: Compiled from data submltted in tesponse to questionnaires of the
U.S. International Trade Commission.



